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SEVERAL DIFFERENT ORIGINS OF THE U/A/ VOWEL-FINAL
IMPERATIVE OF SIMPLE VERBS IN THE E/P/E/l/ CONJUGATION
IN MODERN ARMENIAN DIALECTS

SARGIS AVETYAN *
Yerevan State University

An attempt is made to show that the w /a/ vowel-final imperative forms of simple verbs in
the &/p [eli/ (derived from Classical Armenian & /e/ and j /i/) conjugation in modern
Armenian dialects have several origins. Specifically, a synchronic and diachronic analysis of
the relevant evidence from modern Armenian dialects has allowed us to identify three main
lines of development that have led to the appearance of the forms in question: 1) in some
dialects (e.g., in the dialects of Agulis, Kar¢ewan, and Kak‘avaberd) the form has resulted
from the regular sound change of &uz /ea/ to wi /a/; 2) in several subdialects within the
dialect of Ararat, analogical influence from three high-frequency transitive verbs, namely,
wuly /asgl/ “to say”, 2 sg. impv. wuw /asa’/ “say!”, wéky /acél/ (originally meaning “to bring,
to adduce! ”, later “to fill”), 2 sg. impv. wdw  /aca/ (originally meaning “bring!, adduce!”,
later “fill!”), whily /angl/ “to do”, 2 sg. impv. wpw /ara’/ “do!”, is quite likely to have been
responsible for the appearance of the form in question, with the verb wuly /as€l/ “to say”
having played a pivotal role in this process; 3) in still other dialects (e.g., the dialects of
Bayazet and Diadin, and the subdialect of Alaskert), a sound change from £ /&/ to w /a/
appears to have occurred in the enclitic 3 sg. present form of the auxiliary verb &« /em/,
likely due to an articulatory weakening in muscular tension. Later, the vowel w /a/ was
analogically extended from the 3 sg. present form of the auxiliary verb to the 3 sg. optative
of verbs in the & /e/ conjugation, and from there to the 2 sg. imperative.

Key words: the w /a/ vowel-final imperative form, modern Armenian dialects, analogical
influence, high-frequency transitive verbs, a sound change from E // to w /a/, an
articulatory weakening, the 2 sg. imperative

In the current paper, Armenian lexical forms are presented in both Armenian characters and
transliterated according to the Hiibschmann-Meillet-Benveniste system, as outlined in R. Godel's
An Introduction to the Study of Classical Armenian, Wiesbaden, 1975, pp. XI, 4.
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Introduction

As is known, in Classical Armenian, the imperative mood and the present
indicative (which later developed into the subjunctive or, in Abelyan’s terminology,
the optative?) were formed independently of one another, with the imperative built
on the aorist stem. Moreover, the 2 sg. imperative exhibited formal diversity and
sometimes had doublets, especially in the medio-passive inflection type3. However,
in the further history of the Armenian language, the 2 sg. imperative showed a
general tendency toward uniformity. In this respect, the strong analogical
interaction between the imperative forms of simple verbs in the & /e/ and j /i/
conjugations is particularly remarkable. On the other hand, the 2 sg. imperative and
the 3 sg. subjunctive/optative (which goes back to the Classical Armenian 3 sg.
present indicative) fell together with each other formally due to certain phonetic
and analogical changes that occurred by the Middle Armenian period®.

Above all, it should be noted that the 2 sg. active imperative of simple verbs of
the & /e/ conjugation—which originally represented the accented aorist stem
without the final g/c/ in Classical Armenian (cf. upp&d/ /sirem/ “to love”, aor. stem
uppkwg- [sireac*-/, 2 sg. Impv. uppkw [sirea’/ < uppkw g [sireac’/ “love!”)—in
Middle Armenian underwent the phonetic change of Zw /ea/ to [ /&/, the latter
changing further to //i/ in a number of dialects. On the other hand, the final p2/r/
in the ending -Ap /-ir/ of the 2 sg. medio-passive imperative has been lost, either
due to phonetic change or analogy, and this has frequently occurred in the same
dialectal areas. Therefore, it is often difficult to say unequivocally in such cases
whether the ending -4 /-i/ of the 2 sg. imperative has arisen from the phonetic
change &uwi /ea/> £ /&/ > ) /i/ or has resulted from the loss of the final p /r/ in the
original ending —/p /-ir/, especially in view of the fact that simple verbs of the

2 In Armenian grammatical tradition, grammarians following M. Abeghyan’s approach apply the term
“optative” to the mood forms in New Armenian, including modern Armenian dialects, which trace
back to the present indicative forms in Classical Armenian. However, these forms are not optative in
the strict sense; they would be better termed “subjunctive-optative” or simply “subjunctive” based on
their grammatical functions in New Armenian. So, below we will only conventionally adhere to the
usual practice of using the term “optative” to avoid terminological confusion (For a detailed discussion
of the issue, see S. Avetyan, Arewelahayereni bayi yetanakneri abelyanakan meknabanut‘yuns,
ditarkvac ardi lezvabanut'yan tesankyunic' [Abelyan’s Interpretation of Verb Moods in Eastern
Armenian, Considered from the Viewpoint of Modern Linguistics] // Banber Yerevani hamalsarani.
Banasirut‘yun [Bulletin of Yerevan University: Philology], 2024, Vol. 3, SP1, pp., 34-44.

3 Cf. A. Aytanean, K‘nnakan K‘erakanut‘iwn a$xarhabar kam ardi hayerén lezui [A Critical Grammar of
the Asxarhabar or Modern Armenian language], Vienna, 1866, pp. 449, 453, 459-460; A. Abrahamyan,
Grabari jernark [A manual of Grabar], Yerevan, 1976, pp. 153-157; P. Sarabxanyan, Grabari dasynt‘ac
[A Course of Grabar], Yerevan, 1974, pp. 187-188; H. Jensen, Altarmenische Grammatik, Heidelberg,
1959, S. 101.

*S. Avetyan, Main factors conditioning the absence of the final ;2 /r/ and the origin of the final j /i/ of
the Imperative singular in Armenian dialects. // Banber Yerevani hamalsarani. Banasirut‘yun [Bulletin
of Yerevan University: Philology], 2023. Ne 1, pp. 68-78.
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former & /e/ and } /i/ conjugations have merged into a single conjugation type in
the dialects concerned.

It is also significant that by the Middle Armenian period, the final £/&/ of the 2
sg. imperative - which originally formed part of the aorist stem - came to be
conceived of as an actual ending of the imperative, added to the present stem. The
same is true for the final wz/a/ of the 2 sg. imperative in the uz/a/ conjugation. This
is evidenced by some analogical forms of the 2 sg. imperative, built upon the
present stem secondarily in Middle Armenian, e.g. pfik/ /dnem/ “to put”, 2 sg.
impv. pik /dn&/ “put! ?, pwiud /banam/ “to open”, 2 sg. impv. purinu /bana/
“open!”, jymliua/ /lvanam/ “to wash”, 2 sg. impv. jywinu /lvana/ “wash!”, etc.> On
the other hand, the ending -/p /-ir/ of the 2 sg. medio-passive imperative, which
was only occasionally used with simple verbs of the } /i/ conjugation in Classical
Armenian, takes over in Middle Armenian, displacing the original endingless form
of the imperative, cf. Cl. Arm. fuoupu/ /xdsim/ “to speak”, 2 sg. impv. foukw g
/xdsea ¢/ “speak!”, Middle Arm. 2 sg. impv. juoukgh p /xdsec‘it/ “speak!”, etc.S
Furthermore, simple verbs of the j /i/ conjugation have come to form the 2 sg.
imperative in New Armenian not from the aorist stem as they did formerly, but
from the present stem (cf. Middle Arm. 2 sg. impv. juoukg-h p /xdsec’i 1/ “speak!”
and New Arm. 2 sg. impv. juou-h p /x6sit/ “speak!”), the latter formation type
being obviously analogical after the 2 sg. imperative of simple verbs of the &/e/ and
w /a/ conjugations. Later, the ending -pp /-ir/ was also extended to the 2 sg.
imperative of simple verbs of the & /e/ conjugation in certain dialects due to
analogical extension’.

Of course, one should consider that the coalescence of simple verbs from the
former & /e/ and }1 /i/ conjugations into a single conjugation has not occurred in all
modern Armenian dialects, nor to the same extent. In addition, the directionality of
analogical (and phonetic) changes during the process of merging has also varied
across dialects. In general, three main lines of development are observable: 1) in
several dialects, the morphological distinction in the formation of the 2 sg.
imperative between the & /e/ and /1 /i/ conjugational classes has been preserved,
which survives synchronically as an opposition between the ending -/ /-&/ (< CL
Arm. stem-final diphthong tw /ea/) and -jp /-ir/ (< Cl. Arm. ending —hp /-ir/) or
their further modifications; 2) in other dialects, simple verbs of the £/ &/ (<& /e/)
conjugation acquired the ending -Ap /-ir/ in the 2 sg. imperative by analogy with
simple verbs of the /1 /i/ conjugation; 3) in still other dialects, conversely, the 2 sg.
imperative marker -/ /&/ of simple verbs in the & /e/ conjugation was extended
analogically to simple verbs of the former /1 /i/ conjugation®. Moreover, the Classical

> J. Karst, Historische Grammatik des Kilikisch-Armenischen, Strassburg, 1901, SS. 334-335, 338, Anm.
¢ Ibid., p. 338. This is also true for the final w/a/ of the 2 sg. imperative in the w /a/ conjugation.

7 S. Avetyan, Main factors conditioning the absence of the final p/1/..., pp. 68-78.

8 For a more detailed discussion of the issue, see ibid., pp. 68-78.
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Armenian stem-final diphthong Zuz /ea/ in the 2 sg. imperative underwent twofold
further changes in some dialects, depending on the placement of the stress. For
example, in the dialect of Agulis, which places the stress on the penultimate
syllable, the Cl. Arm. Luz /ea/ has yielded £/&/ in the accented position and uz/a/ in
the unaccented one. Thus, we see, on one hand, forms such as gjpfy /gyril/ (< gnky
/grel/) “to write”, 2 sg. impv. gjpkt /gyre / “write!”, uapfy /ktril/ (< fuapky [ktrel/)
“to cut”, 2 sg. impv. fuipk /ktre / “cut!”, and Guwnfy /nstil/ (< Guwnky /stel/) “to sit
down”, 2 sg. impv. Zuwnk /nsté/ “sit down!”, and on the other hand, forms like
Juphy /xabil/ (< fuupky /xabel/) “to deceive”, 2 sg. impv. jumpw /xaba’/ “deceive!”,
and pulfy /takil/ (< pulk /takel)) “to knock”, 2 sg. impv. pwlw /t‘aka’/
“knock!”, etc.? However, not all instances of the uz/a/ vowel-final imperative forms
of simple verbs of the £/ /e/i/ (< Cl. Arm. & /e/ and } /i/) conjugation in modern
Armenian dialects can be accounted for in this way. Various analogical and
phonetic processes appear to have given rise to such forms.

In this respect, first of all, a clear distinction should be made between two
groups of verbs. The first group comprises verbs that have historically been
transferred to the w /a/ conjugation type in many dialects. These verbs are
conjugated in nearly all forms, including the 2 sg. imperative, the same way as
simple verbs of the wuz/a/ conjugation. For example, consider, on one hand, the verb
upligy /monal/ (< Cl. Arm. /fiuzy /mnal/, -un/ /-am/) “to stay ”, with its forms: aor.
uplnugh /monac‘i/ “I stayed”, uplughp /monac‘ir/ “you stayed”, upiiug /manac‘/
“he/she stayed”...., 2 sg. impv. tplu /mona’/ “stay!”, and on the other hand, such
verbs as dhpSwnuyy /cicatal/ “to laugh”, fuouuy /xdsal/ “to speak” (< Cl. Arm. Shdw-
nky /cicatel/, -pu /-im/, juouky /x6sel/, -puf /-im/, respectively), aor. Shdwnuigh
/cicatac‘i/ “I laughed”, spdwnughp /cicatac‘ir/ “you laughed”, spdwnug /cicatac’/
“he/she laughed”..., prouwgh /x0saci/ ““I spoke”, fuouwighp /xdsac‘ir/ “you spoke”,
Juouwg /xGsac/ “he/she spoke”..., 2 sg. impv. Shdupu /cicata’/ “laugh!”, prouw”
/x0sa’/ “speak!”, etc.l% To our surprise, however, some dialectologists traditionally
assign verbs such as dpdwnuy /cicatal/, “to laugh” and frouuy /x0sal/ “to speak” to
the group of simple verbs of the £/&/ conjugation rather than the w /a/ conjugation,
and they do so without any justification!!.

° For the cited forms, see S. Sargseanc’, Agulec‘oc’ barbaro (zokeri lezun): lezuabanakan hetazotut‘iwn
[The dialect of Agulis: a linguistic study]. Vols. 1-2, Moscow, 1883, pp. 119-120, also pp. 34, 49-52,
108-109.

10 Cf., for example, O3akan gyut, Hayereni barbaragitakan atlasi antip nyut‘er (henceforth HBAAN) [Village
Oshakan, Unpublished materials of Armenian dialectological atlas (henceforth UMADA)], tetr Ne 20, points
631-633, 641, 644; Astarak katak‘, HBAAN [Town Astarak, UMADA], tetr Ne 151, points 632-633, 641;
Mutni gyut, HBAAN [Village Mutni, UMADA], tetr Ne 44, points 632-633, 641; Etvard, HBAAN [Etvard,
UMADA], tetr Ne 86, points 632-633, 641; K anak et gyut, HBAAN [Village K‘anak‘er, UMADA], tetr Ne
230, points 632-633, 641.

11 Cf., for example, Osakan gyut..., points 632-633, 641; Astarak k‘atak‘..., points 632-633, 641; Mutni
gyut..., points 632-633, 641; Etvard..., points 632-633, 641; K anak‘er gyut..., points 632-633, 641, etc.
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The second group includes verbs that have normally retained the £ /&/ (< ClL
Arm. & /e/ and p /i/) conjugation type in all verb forms, with one exception: the
new 2 sg. imperative, which ends in -w /a/ (e.g., inf. ppril; /baingl/ “to catch, to
hold”, 2 sg. impv. Fpnbw "/baina’/ “catchl, hold!”, inf. Jppply /kadrél/ “to cut”, 2 sg-
impv. fpppuw /kodra’/ “cut!”, inf. upply /sirel/ “to love”, 2 sg. impv. uppuw /sira’l
“love!”, inf. n1gly /uzél/ “to want”, 2 sg. impv. nqus /uza’/ “want!”, etc.)!?, thereby
coinciding with the respective form of simple verbs in the w /a/ conjugation.
However, the w /a/ vowel-final imperative forms within the second group
mentioned above are not all homogeneous either. Specifically, one should
distinguish the outcomes of regular phonetic changes from those having arisen due
to analogical changes.

Dialectal w /a/ Vowel-Final Imperative Forms

Due to the Regular Sound Change of & /eal to w /a/

As stated above, in the dialect of Agulis, the Classical Armenian diphthong Zw
has been monophthongized to £ in the accented syllable and to w in the
unaccented one. This is also true for the dialect of Karéewan!3, while in the dialect
of Kak‘avaberd, the phonetic change Zuz /ea/ > w1 /a/ has regularly taken place in
both accented and unaccented syllables. For example, fupifp; /xomi'l / (< jpudlly
/xmel/) “to drink”, 2g. impv. fupifu’/xema’/ “drink!”, and muw plpy /ta'rkil/ (< ni-
nquplpky futarkel/) “to send”, 2 sg. impv. pu plw /ta'rka/ “send!”, etc.!* Yet, in the
dialect of Arabkir, the Classical Armenian diphthong Zw: /ea/ appears to have
changed to u /4/ via the transitional stage of £ /&/. One should note that the

diphthong &uw: /ea/ typically yields £ /&/ in the Arabkir dialect, as evidenced by
forms such as gnpkwl /koreak/ > Gnpkl /korek/, gnpkwili /corean/ > gnpk b
/coren/ “wheat”, etc.’> On the other hand, the vowel £ /&/ has regularly changed to
tilw /é/a/ in final position not only in the 3 sg. present indicative, optative and
subjunctive (all three going back to the Classical Armenian present indicative), but
in some independent words and proper nouns as well, for example, nznf; /utel/ “to
at”, 3 sg. present indicative Jniuii fip /kutd no/ “he/she eats”, fuu/ly /xmel/ “to
drink”, 3 sg. present indicative fut/il & /xmi no/ “he/she drinks”, ZEphalk-/Heting/ >
Zkniuu [Hetna/, Uphok /Ayise/ > Ujhoul /Ayisi/, etc.'® Therefore, considering that
the further development of the newly originated vowel £/&/ (< Cl. Arm. tw /ea/) has
been precisely identical to that of the inherited Cl. Arm. £ /&/ in the dialect of

12 Cf., Osakan gyut..., points 641; P‘arpi, HBAAN [P‘arpi, UMADA], tetr Ne 9, points 641; Astarak
keatak..., points 641; Etvard..., points 641.

13 H. Muradyan, Karéewani barbars [The dialect of Karéewan], Yerevan., 1960, pp. 46, 130-136.

14 H, Muradyan, Kak‘avaberdi barbars [The dialect of Kak‘avaberd], Yerevan, 1967, pp. 62-63, 138-140.
15 Melik* S. Dawit‘-Bek, Arabkiri gawarabarbars: jaynabanakan ew k‘erakanakan usumnasiru‘iwn [The
dialect of Arabkir: a phonetic and grammatical study], Vienna, 1919, pp. 129-130.

16 For the cited forms, see ibid., pp. 118-119, 259.
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Arabkir, it seems quite reasonable to think that the final u /4/ in the 2 sg.

imperative of simple verbs of the & /e/ conjugation (cf. fz/k; /xmel/ “to drink”, 2 sg.
impv. fu/ilr /xmid/ “drink!”)!7 has also arisen through the regular sound change Zw

/ea/ > F/&/ > i1 /3/. The evidence from the above three dialects exemplifies the uz/a/

vowel-final imperative forms that resulted from either a conditioned or an
unconditioned regular sound change.

Dialectal w /a/ Vowel-Final Imperative Forms Due to the Analogical

Influence from Three High-Frequency Transitive Verbs

As for the analogical change, this appears to be the case with the following
instances. Some subdialects within the dialect of Ararat have an important
peculiarity: an w /a/ vowel-final rather than }j /i/ vowel-final form in the 2 sg.
imperative of transitive simple verbs of the £ /&/ (< Cl. Arm. & /e/ and A /i/)
conjugation. H. Adafyan, when exemplifying the 2 sg. imperative of the £ /&/
conjugation simple verbs in the dialect of Yerevan or Ararat'®, adduces the doublets
upph /uppuw” [siri /sira” “love!”?. He further notes that “the second form of the
imperative, which has the ending w /a/, is peculiar to the Ejmiacin region, e.g., ni-
qu’ /uza'/ “want!”, Jupw /vaia’/ “ignite!”, “light!”..., etc., whereas the dialect of
Erevan proper employs nigh fuzi’/, Junp’ [vaii/..., etc™. However, H. Adafyan
doesn’t specify whether all simple verbs of the £ /&/ (< Cl. Arm. & /e/ and j /i/)
conjugation in the subdialect of Ejmiacin show the ending w /a/ in the 2 sg.
imperative. Moreover, he doesn’t touch on the question of the origin of the form
under consideration. Other dialectologists either have overlooked the issue
altogether?! or have simply stated, following H. Acaryan, that the 2 sg. imperative
of simple verbs of the £/&/ (< &/e/ and }1/i/) conjugation, is usually formed with the
ending /1 /i/ in the dialect of Ararat, and only in some subdialects with the help of
the ending wz/a/?2.

17 Ibid., p. 259.

18 In Armenian dialectology, the terms “the dialect of Yerevan” and “the dialect of Ararat” are often
used interchangeably (cf., for example, A. Laribyan, Hay barbaragitut‘yun: hné¢‘yunabanut’yun ew
jewabanut‘yun [Armenian dialectology: phonology and morphology], Yerevan, 1953, p. 218).

19 See H. Acdaiyan, Hay barbaragitut‘iwn: uruagic ew dasaworut‘iwn hay barbaineri [Armenian
dialectology: A sketch and classification of Armenian dialects], Moskua: Nor-Naxijewan, (Eminean
azgagrakan Zotovacu, vol. 8), 1911, p. 43.

2 Tbid., p. 44.

2 Cf, for example, A. Laribyan, op. cit.,, pp. 225-227; M. Asatryan, Hay barbaragitut‘yan gorcnakan
a$xatank‘neri jernark [A Manual of practical works of Armenian dialectology], Yerevan, 1985, p 128.

2 See, for example, A. Grigoryan, Hay barbaragitut'yan dasont‘ac’ [A handbook of Armenian
dialectology], Yerevan, 1957, p. 217, 220-221. Cf. also V. Katvalyan, Bayazeti barbaro ew nra lezvakan
arné‘ut‘yunnero Srjaka barbarneri het [The dialect of Bayazet and its linguistic relationships with
surrounding dialects], Yerevan, 2016, p. 140.
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In our view, analogical influence from three high-frequency transitive verbs,
namely, wuly /asél/ “to say”, 2 sg. impv. wuw /asa’/ “say!”, wéky /acél/ (originally
meaning “to bring, to adduce!”, later “to fill”), 2 sg. impv. wdw /aca/ (originally
meaning “bring!, adduce!”, later “fill!”), wiit; /anél/ “to do”, 2 sg. impv. wpw /ara’/
“do!”, is quite likely to have been responsible for the appearance of the form in
question. Therefore, it is no accident that only transitive simple verbs of the £ /&/
conjugation usually display the ending w /a/ in the 2 sg. imperative, whereas
intransitive ones in the same conjugation class have regularly preserved the
standard ending / /i/. To put it another way, analogical extension appears to have
been the most plausible motivation for the remodelling of the 2 sg. imperative of
the £/€/ conjugation simple verbs, with the verb wu/; /as€l/ having played a pivotal
role in this process®. As is known, this verb, unlike other simple verbs of the & /e/
conjugation, featured a deviant form ending in the stem vowel w /a/ in the 2 sg.
imperative, namely, wuw~ /asa’/ “say!” (from the aorist stem wuwg /asac’/ due to
the prehistoric loss of the stem-final g /c‘/) already in Classical Armenian. Apart
from this, the above analogical change may have been facilitated by the fact that
the aorist of the verb wuly /as€l/, in its turn, has been reshaped by analogy with the
E /&/ conjugation simple verbs in the dialect of Ararat and now it is conjugated
regularly just as other simple verbs of the £/&/ conjugation, cf., for example, wulgh
/aséc‘i/ “I said” —1 sg. aor., wulkg/aséc’/ “he/she said” -3 sg. aor., wulkghir /aséc‘in/
“they said” — 3 pl. aor. versus Cl. Arm. wuwgh /asac‘i/, wuwg /asac’/, wuwghl
/asac‘in/, respectively. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that the 2 pl. imperative of the
verb wulj /as€l/ has also been remade on the model of the /£/&/ conjugation simple
verbs in the dialect concerned (cf. wuk p /asé k*/ vs. Cl. Arm. wuwgk p /asac‘é k*/),
whereas the form of the 2 sg. imperative wuw /asa/ has remained intact?.
Incidentally, the above situation is consistent with typological evidence, according
to which the 2 sg. imperative is usually more resistant to analogical change due to a
higher frequency of use than the 2 pl. imperative, which frequently and more
readily undergoes analogical change and morphological restructuring?.

Dialectal wu /a/ Vowel-Final Imperative Forms Due to the Joint Effect

of Analogical Change and Articulatory Weakening

We assume that analogical change also accounts for the emergence of a similar
w1 /a/ vowel-final form of the 2 sg. imperative in the dialect of Bayazet, although V.

2 For more information on the issue, see S. Avetyan, On One Important Peculiarity of the Imperative
Singular in the Dialect of Ararat // Banber Yerevani hamalsarani. Banasirut‘yun [Bulletin of Yerevan
University: Philology], 2023, Ne 3, pp. 30-38.

24 See ibid. for a more detailed discussion of the issue.

5 A.'Y. Aikhenvald, Imperatives and Commands, Oxford University Press, 2010, pp. 339-351, 362-364.
Cf. also J. Bybee, Frequency of Use and the Organization of Language, Oxford University Press, 2007,
Introduction, pp. 10-11, Ch. 3, pp. 41-69; M. Haspelmath, A. D. Sims, Understanding Morphology, 2nd
ed., Hodder Education, An Hachette UK Company, 2010, pp. 273-276.
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Katvalyan attributes it to an articulatorily conditioned sound change of Zuz /ea/ to
w /a/*. However, he does not provide compelling evidence to support the alleged
phonetic development of Zw /ea/ to w /a/ in the dialect of Bayazet; the only
examples adduced by V. Katvalyan to illustrate the supposed sound change of &w
/ea/ to w /a/ are hppwp /hirar/ (< ppkuwp /irear/) “each other, to each other” and
(aruinuly /lusnak/ (< jnrublikuil /lusneak/) “moon” along with 2 sg. imperative forms
such as gpkuwi /grea’/> gppui /gora/ “write!”, etc. At the same time, he admits that
the phonetic development of Zuz/ea/ to wz/a/ is a deviation from the sound change
of Lui /ea/ to & /e/, which is typical of the Bayazet dialect”. We also failed to find
any forms that would unequivocally confirm the claimed sound change of &uz /ea/
to w /a/ in this dialect. As for the words Ajpwip /hirar/ and jniufnuly /lusnak/, the
following should be taken into consideration. The exceptional sound change of Zuw
/ea/ to w /a/, instead of the expected change to &/Z/e/¢/ in the case of the reciprocal
pronoun Apkup /irear/), as well as in a few other individual words, is characteristic
of many modern Armenian dialects—even those that have consistently undergone
the sound change of &wr /ea/ to &/F /e/€/?. Similarly, forms such as ;niubiuf
/lusnak/, jniulnug /lusnag/, jhulnuly /lisnak/, jprulnaly /liusnak/) “moon” also occur
in a number of modern Armenian dialects?. What is more important is that they
are most frequently traced back to the Classical Armenian form ;nruinuf /lusnak/
rather than jniuiibwl /lusneak/*. Therefore, the words Appwip /hirar/ and jniu-
{rurl /lusnak/ cannot be viewed as sufficient evidence in support of the alleged
sound change of &w /ea/ to w /a/ in the 2 sg. imperative form in the dialect of
Bayazet.

Interestingly, in the dialect of Bayazet, the w /a/ vowel-final imperative form
coincides, on one hand, with the 3 sg. optative of the & /e/ conjugation simple verbs,
and on the other hand, with the 3 sg. present of the auxiliary verb &/ /em/ “to be”.
Regarding the historical relationships between the three forms, V. Katvalyan assumes
that the articulatorily conditioned sound change &uz/ea/ > w1 /a/ occurred in the 2 sg.
imperative and was then analogically extended to the 3 sg. optative, and from there to

2V, Katvalyan, op. cit., pp. 407-410.

7 Ibid., p. 140.

28 Cf. H. Acarean, K'nnut‘iwn Nor-Julayi barbafi [Study of the dialect of Nor-Jula], Yerevan, 1940, pp.
84, 364; M. Asatryan, Lofu xosvack‘s [The subdialect of Lofi], Yerevan, 1968, p. 59; T‘. Danielyan,
Malat‘iayi barbara [The dialect of Malat‘ia], Yerevan, 1967, pp. 41, 107; B. MeZunc', gaméadin—Dili]"ani
xosvack‘s [The subdialect of gaméadin—Dilijan], Yerevan, 1989, pp. 23-24, 72, among many others.

» Cf. H. Adaryan, Hayerén armatakan bafaran [Armenian root dictionary], in 4 vols (2nd edn.),
Yerevan, 1971-1979, Vol. 2, p. 296.

% Cf. H. Adaryan, K'nnut‘yun Vani barbari [Study of the dialect of Van], Yerevan, 1952, p. 264. Cf. also
Nor bargirk’ haykazean lezui [New Dictionary of the Armenian language], Vol., 1-2, (Venetik,1836-
1837), Vol. 1, pp. 902-903, particularly with regard to the semantic aspects of the Classical Armenian
words jnrulnul /lusnak/ and jniufibuily /lusneak/.
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the 3 sg. present form of the auxiliary®!. However, in the light of the data presented
above, this assumption seems at least questionable. Rather, a sound change of Z/&/ to
w /a/ (due to an articulatory weakening in muscular tension, see below) is likely to
have occurred in the 3 sg. present form of the auxiliary verb &« /em/, which is
primarily used enclitically in affirmative conjugated forms in modern Armenian
dialects, as well as in Modern Literary Armenian, as opposed to the negative forms of
the auxiliary, which usually carry the stress. For example, in colloquial Modern
Eastern Armenian we see, on one hand, forms such as gl 11/ w /gnu'm a/ (< gl 1/ F
/gnu'm &) “he/she goes, he/she is going”, uppn 11/ w /siru'm a/ (< uppn 1l F/siru m
¢/) “he/she loves”, etc., and on the other hand, the respective negative forms with the
stressed auxiliary, such as sh /glu:tuf /e gnum/ “he/she doesn "t go, he/she is not
going ”, sh uppnid /&1 sirum/ “he/she doesn’t love”, etc.

H. Acharyan, when describing various manifestations of the conjugated forms of
the auxiliary verb &#//em/ in modern Armenian dialects, notes that the motivation
for the change of the 3 sg. present from £ /&/ to w /a/ is not clear32. However, in
dealing with the relevant evidence from the dialect of Jugha, he states that in the
negative forms of the auxiliary verb, the presence of the prefix s /¢‘/ and the stress
falling on the vowel & /e/&é/ have contributed to the retention of that vowel,
hindering the change of £ /&/ to w /a/ (cf. sku /ceml, sku /¢*esl, sh /€I, skip
/eenk’/, skp /¢‘ek‘l, sk /E‘enl). This has not been the case in the respective
affirmative unstressed forms, which exhibit the vowel w /a/ throughout the
paradigm (cf. w/ /am/, wu /as/, w /a/, wip /ank‘/, wp/lp /ak‘/ek‘l, wl /an/)3.
Moreover, H. Acharyan rightly observes that, in this case, as well as in several other
dialects, the vowel wz/a/ has been extended analogically from the 3 sg. present form
to the other persons within the paradigm®. What is more important in H.
Acharyan's observation mentioned above is that he implicitly acknowledges that
the change of /&/ to w /a/ has, in principle, only been possible in unstressed
positions, which, in its turn, suggests that this process can be viewed as an
articulatory weakening in a certain sense.

Note, in this respect, that in many languages, high vowels are often produced
with greater tension in the tongue and sometimes the lips, resulting in a more
constricted vocal tract. This is why high vowels often sound more "tense" or "tight"
than lower vowels, which are articulated with a more relaxed tongue position and a
more open mouth. In this sense, the shift from a relatively higher and closer vowel

31V, Katvalyan, op. cit., p. 407-410.

52 H. Adaryan, Liakatar k‘erakanut‘yun hayoc‘ lezvi [Complete grammar of the Armenian language],
Vol. 4, Part 2, Yerevan, 1961, p. 64.

3 H. Aéarean, K‘'nnut‘iwn Nor-Julayi..., pp. 245, 275.

3¢ H. Adaryan, Liakatar k'erakanut‘yun..., p. 65.
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to a lower and more open one, especially in unstressed syllables, may be regarded as
a kind of articulatory weakening in muscular tension.

It should be noted that the change of the 3 sg. present form of the auxiliary verb
from & /&/ to wi /a/ is typical of many, but not all, modern Armenian dialects®. On
the other hand, there is a common tendency observed in most modern Armenian
dialects: the 3 sg. present of the auxiliary verb usually contains a lower (more open)
vowel compared to the forms of the other persons in the affirmative conjugation.
Specifically, the difference in vowel quality between the third person singular
present and other persons is manifested as follows: /2 /i/ — £/&/ (p//im/ “1 am”, pu
/is/ “you are”, E /€/ “he/she is ”, in the dialect of T*bilisi as well as in some other
dialects); £/&/ — w /a/ (B /em/ “I am”, Eu /&€S/ “you are”, wi /a/ “he/she is”, in the
dialects of Ararat and Astraxan); & /e/— w /a/ (kU /em/ “I am”, ku /es/ “you are”, w
/a/ “he/she is”, in the dialect of Bayazet); p /o/ — w /a/ (pu/ /om/ “1 am”, pu /3s/ “you
are”, ui/a/ “he/she is”, in the dialects of Larabal and Agulis); A /i/ — p/o/ (pf /im/ “1
am”, hu/is/ “you are”, p/o/ “he/she is”, in the dialect of Kilikia), etc.3¢ This evidence
seems to suggest that, all else being equal, the final open syllable more readily
favours the articulatory weakening (as clarified above) of an unstressed vowel
compared to the closed one.

Moreover, as we have already seen, the vowel w /a/, which presumably arose
from £/&/ due to an articulatory weakening in muscular tension in the 3 sg. present
of the auxiliary verb, was later analogically extended to the other persons, thus
being generalized throughout the paradigm by the principle of analogical levelling
in some dialects®”. As for the dialect of Bayazet, as stated above, analogical
extension here appears to have proceeded from the 3 sg. present of the auxiliary
verb &i//em/ to the 3 sg. optative of transitive simple verbs in the % /e/ conjugation,
and from there to the 2 sg. imperative.

As is known, there has been an intense analogical interplay between the
present-tense paradigm of the auxiliary verb &u//em/ and that of verbs in the & /e/
conjugation already in pre-written Armenian, with the result that both paradigms
are identical in terms of conjugational endings in Classical Armenian® (cf. &iu//em/
“Tam”, ku/es/ “you (sg.) are”, F/&/ “he/she/it is”, Eup /emk‘/ “we are”, Lp /ek‘/ “you
(pl.) are”, &i1/en/ “they are”, and php-&i/ /berem/ “I bring”, pkp-Eu /beres/ “you (sg.)
bring”, pkp-E /beré/ “he/she/it brings”, php-kup /beremk‘/ “we bring”, php-Lp
/bergk‘/ “you (pl.) bring”, pkp-Ei /beren/ “they bring”). The close morphological

% G. Jahukyan, Hay barbaragitut’yan neracut’yun: vi¢akagrakan barbaragitut'yun [Introduction to
Armenian dialectology: statistic dialectology], Yerevan, 1972, pp. 101, 108-109. Cf. also V. Katvalyan,
op. cit., p. 407.

% See V. Katvalyan, op. cit., p. 408.

% Cf. H. Alafyan, Liakatar k‘erakanut‘yun..., p. 65.

% H. Adaiyan, Liakatar k‘erakanut‘yun hayoc‘ lezvi [Complete grammar of the Armenian language],
Vol. 4, Part 1, Yerevan, 1959, pp. 371-372, R. Godel, op. cit., p. 118.
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relationship and formal similarity between the two paradigms have generally been
preserved in the further history of the Armenian language, showing up in many
modern Armenian dialects, especially in the negative conjugation, even after the
Classical Armenian present indicative developed into a subjunctive (traditionally
termed “optative”). Of course, the aforementioned articulatory weakening in the 3
sg. present of the auxiliary verb, when used enclitically in the affirmative
conjugation, has somewhat disrupted the formal relationship between the two
paradigms in a number of dialects®**. Nonetheless, both paradigms resemble each
other in many dialects as well as in Modern Literary Armenian, having often
undergone various additional sound changes (& /e/ > p /i/*°, E/&/ > p/p [i/o/*, L /el >
2 /o/%2, etc.), or having been preserved intact in a largely parallel manner.
Therefore, it is no surprise that speakers (language users) of the Bayazet dialect have
tried to eliminate the only formal difference between the two paradigms through
the analogical extension of the vowel wu /a/ from the 3 sg. present of the auxiliary
verb to the 3 sg. of the optative.

Interestingly, in the dialect of Bayazet, only transitive verbs of the & /e/
conjugation typically follow the aforementioned pattern for forming the 3 sg.
optative and the 2 sg. imperative, while intransitive, as well as passive, verbs exhibit
a final vowel h /i/ instead of wi /a/ in these forms. Accordingly, we see, on one hand,
forms such as 3 sg. opt. ¢ ppu /g ora/ “I wish he would write”, “let him/her write”,
3 sg. pres. w /a/ “he/she/it is”, 2 sg. impv. ¢ ppu /g ora/ “write!”, and on the other

% In this respect, it should be noted that forms of the other persons of the auxiliary verb, when used
enclitically, have also often undergone sound changes distinct from the respective forms of the optative
in several dialects.

40 Cf. T. Danielyan, op. cit., pp. 114-115, also p. 120.

41 Cf. M. Asatryan, Urmiayi (Xoyi) barbars [The dialect of Urmia (Xoy)], Yerevan, 1962, pp. 103, 107.

42 Cf. V. Petoyan, Sasuni barbare [The dialect of Sasun], Yerevan, 1954, pp. 44-45, 62. In the dialect of
Sasun, the sound change & /e/ > p /3/ is not likely to have resulted from an articulatory weakening in
view of the fact that the same change has also affected the negative conjugation with the stressed vowel
k /e/, as well as personal pronouns, e.g. spu//¢‘om/ (< skl /¢‘em/), spu [E°as/ (< sku /Ees/), sp [E°d/ (< SE
/&<€/), Uplp /mank*/ (< WElp /menk®/), upp /mar/ (< Ukp /mer/), Spp /cor/ (< d&p /jerl), etc. (Cf. ibid.,
pp. 17, 47 ff.). On the other hand, in the 3 sg. of the auxiliary verb, the affirmative conjugation shows a
change from £ /&/ to m (=1) due to an articulatory weakening. In the other forms of the affirmative

paradigm, the vowel p /o/ occurs, with the exception of the 2 pl. form, which shows the vowel £ /&/
(specifically, these forms are pu//om/, pu /os/, m/o/, pp /K*/, kp /&K*/, pi1 /on/) (for the cited forms, see
ibid., p. 62). The comparison of this paradigm with that of the optative, where the vowel £/&/ occurs in
both the 3 sg. and 2 pl. forms, while all other persons exhibit the vowel p /o/ (e.g. fppu/ /kram/ (< gpku
/grem/), ppu /kres/ (< qpku /gres/), §pk /kr&/ (< qpk /gré/), §ppp /krok'/ (< gpllp /gremk‘/), yplkp
/krek‘/ (< qplp /grek*/), gppl /kran/ (< gpkl /gren/) (for the cited forms, see ibid., p. 47), clearly shows
that earlier both paradigms were identical regarding the conjugational endings. However, the later
change of £ /&/ to m (=ui) due to an articulatory weakening partially disrupted the formal

correspondence between the two paradigms. Note also that, otherwise, the vowel L /&/ usually doesn’t
undergo any sound changes in the dialect of Sasun (cf. ibid., p. 17).
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hand, forms like 3 sg. opt. ¢ ppifh /g orvi/ “I wish he/she/it would be written”, “let
him/her/it be written”, fpuwnp /nosti/ “I wish he/she/it would sit down”, “let
him/her/it sit down”, 2 sg. impv. g ppyjp /g orvi/ “be written!”, fpuinp /masti/ “sit
down”, etc.®® From a synchronic perspective, it may seem strange that the 3 sg.
present form of the auxiliary verb (which is intransitive) coincides with the 3 sg.
optative (originally present indicative) of transitive verbs, rather than intransitive
verbs, in terms of the conjugational vowel. However, one should consider that in
Classical Armenian, the % /e/ conjugation was not restricted to transitive verbs; it
included both transitive and intransitive verbs. Only later, in several dialects, was
the & /e/ conjugation primarily assigned to transitive verbs. In contrast, intransitive
verbs have retained the characteristic conjugational vowel j /i/ of the previous A /i/
conjugation type, mainly in the 3 sg. optative and in the respective forms of other
moods that are synchronically built upon the optative, and also frequently in the 2
sg. imperative*’. Therefore, it seems reasonable to assume that in the dialect of
Bayazet, the auxiliary verb has simply maintained the original & /e/ conjugation due
to its high frequency of use. This is also the case with the dialects of Tigranakert
and Yerznka, where a similar contrast between active and medio-passive
conjugation types—related to a synchronic distinction between transitive and
intransitive verbs—is manifested through the opposition of corresponding
conjugational vowels (namely, £ &/ : h /i/), and again the conjugation of the
auxiliary verb aligns with that of transitive verbs®.

As for the formal correspondence between the 3 sg. optative and 2 sg.
imperative in the % /e/ conjugation in the dialect of Bayazet, we have already noted
that the sound change of £uz/ea/ to £/&/ in the 2 sg. imperative of verbs in the & /e/
conjugation by the Middle Armenian period led to a formal coincidence of the two
forms. As a consequence, the further history of both forms has generally been
almost identical in the majority of dialectal areas with the result that their
synchronic manifestations also largely coincide in many dialects. Lack of such
formal correspondence in several dialects is mainly due to the fact that either the
diphthong Zw: /ea/ has undergone a sound change other than &w /ea/ > £ /&/ (for
example, &kw /ea/ > w /a/), or the ending -jp /-ir/ of the Classical Armenian 2 sg.
medio-passive imperative has been extended analogically from simple verbs of the A
/i/ conjugation to those of the & /e/ conjugation in the dialects concerned.* Another
factor of no less importance in establishing a close formal relationship between the 3

#V. Katvalyan, op. cit., pp. 380-382, 408-409.

# Cf., for example, aside from the evidence adduced above from the dialect of Bayazet, also A. Haneyan,
Tigranakerti barbaro [The dialect of Tigranakert], Yerevan, 1978, pp. 110, 112-113, 121; D. Kostandyan,
Erznkayi barbaro [The dialect of Erznka], Yerevan, 1979, pp. 85-86, 105, 107, also p. 98, etc.

4 Cf. A. Haneyan, op. cit., pp. 110, 121, 127; D. Kostandyan, op. cit., pp. 85-86, 98, 105, 107.

4 Cf. S. Avetyan, Main factors conditioning the absence of the final p/1/..., pp. pp. 68-78.
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sg. optative and the 2 sg. imperative was, without doubt, the fact that in Middle
Armenian, as stated above, the stem-final vowels £ /&/ and w /a/ of the 2 sg.
imperative in the & /e/ and w /a/ conjugations, respectively, were conceived as actual
endings of the imperative, added to the present stem. Therefore, it is quite expected
and reasonable that such a close formal relationship between the 3 sg. optative and
the 2 sg. imperative might have triggered various analogical changes, leading to
certain morphological restructuring of one of the forms by analogy with the other.

In the light of the evidence analyzed above, we are inclined to believe that the
historical relationship between the three forms in question (namely, the 3 sg.
present of the auxiliary verb &« /em/, the 3 sg. optative and the 2 sg. imperative in
the & /e/ conjugation) in the dialect of Bayazet can be explained as follows: a sound
change from £/&/ to w /a/ (due to an articulatory weakening in muscular tension) is
likely to have occurred in the 3 sg. present form of the auxiliary verb Zi/ /em/,
which is primarily used enclitically in affirmative conjugated forms in the dialect of
Bayazet, as well as in other modern Armenian dialects. Then, the vowel wuz /a/ was
analogically extended to the 3 sg. optative and from there to the 2 sg. imperative
form of transitive verbs in the & /e/ conjugation. It should be noted that the dialect
of Bayazet is not exceptional in this respect; a similar analogical process also appears
to have occurred in the subdialect of Alashkert and the dialect of Diadin, where,
again, the 2 sg. imperative form of transitive simple verbs in the & /e/ conjugation
coincides, on one hand, with the 3 sg. optative, and on the other hand, with the 3
sg. present of the auxiliary verb &i//em/. Meanwhile, the 2 sg. imperative, as well as
the 3 sg. optative, of intransitive simple verbs in the same conjugation end in the
vowel } /i/.#7 Additionally, a similar phenomenon is observed in Ararat subdialects
in the district of Hoktemberyan, possibly influenced by the dialect of Bayazet*.

To sum up, we can state that the w /a/ vowel-final imperative of simple verbs in
the Z/h /e/i/ (< Classical Armenian & /e/ and /1 /i/) conjugation in modern Armenian
dialects has several different origins from various phonetic and analogical changes.
Specifically, in some dialects the form in question has resulted from the regular
sound change of &uz/ea/ to w /a/. In several subdialects within the dialect of Ararat,
analogical influence from three high-frequency transitive verbs, namely, wuly
/asél/ “to say”, 2 sg. impv. wuw  /asa/ “say!”, wdky /acél/ (originally meaning “to
bring, to adduce! ”, later “to fill”), 2 sg. impv. wdw /aca/ (originally meaning

4 Cf. K. Madat‘yan, Alaskerti xosvack‘s (Aparan-Aragaci tarack) [The subdialect of Alagkert], Yerevan,
1985, pp. 117-119, 122-126; V. Xa¢‘atryan, Vardenisi (Diadini) barbafo [The dialect of Vardenis
(Diadin)], Yerevan, 2004, pp. 82-85, also Diadini barbars, HBAAN [The dialect of Diadin, UMADA], tetr
Ne 8, point 641.

48 Cf. S. H. Batdasaryan-T ap‘alcyan, Araratyan barbari xosvack‘ners Hoktemberyani $rjanum [The Ararat
subdialects in the district of Hoktemberyan], Yerevan, 1973, pp. 134, 139, 140. See also p. 5, 20-21.
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“bring!, adduce!”, later “filll”), wiik; /anél/ “to do”, 2 sg. impv. wpw "/ara’/ “do!”, is
quite likely to have been responsible for the appearance of the form in question. In
still other dialects, a sound change from £ /&/ to w /a/ appears to have occurred in
the enclitic 3 sg. present form of the auxiliary verb, likely due to an articulatory
weakening in muscular tension. Later, the vowel w /a/ was extended through
analogy from the 3 sg. present form of the auxiliary verb to the 3 sg. optative, and
from there to the 2 sg. imperative.

UurabhU U4BS3UL - Zuybpkip dudwbwlwihg puppunbhipmd h jnbwphdwa
wupqg puylkph w dwybwinpwhwiq hpuwduywiwih dh pulh wwppép Swgndbiépp -
znpjudnid thnpd E wpynud gnyg vy, np huybipkth dudwbwwlhg puppuniubpnid
Ep luintwphdwt wwunq puybiph @ dwjtwdnpuhwig hpudwjwwuh dukpp niukt dh
pwth dwgnid: Uwubwynpuytu, huybptuh dudwbiwulhg puppunutph hudwyw-
nuwujuwt huunbph hwdwdwdwiulju b nupududwbwljju yhipnisntpniip poyy b
wnuwhu wpwbdwmguty tptp hhdtwlwt qupqugnidubp, npnup hwighgpl) Eu wdjuy
dukph dwquwlp. 1) npny puppunitpmu (op.” Ugnijhuh, Yupglwih b Yupuuptp-
nh) hpwdwyulwih wyny dup &w > w ophiwywth hygnitwthnpunipjut wpyniup L, 2) U-
npupuwnjub puppwnh npny unujwspubpnid njuy dip dbs hwjuwljuwinipiudp w-
nwowgh] k pupdp Jhpunwhwdwpujuiniemnit niikgnn tplkp wignnujut puykph
(wjbt ¥ wuky, hpwd. kq. 2-pn 0. woew , wsky (npp ulqplwygbu bpwbwlby k «poby, ph-
phipr, hul hbnwquymd’ gk, hpwd. bq. 2-py 1. wéw , whky, hpud. bq. 2-pn 1. w-
pw’) hudwpubwljw wqpbgmpjudp, piy npmd waky puyp wpwigpuyht nhp b uw-
nugh| wyn gnpspipugnid, 3 ) huly dh swpp wy puppunibpnid (op. Pwjugknh b -
Thwnhth puppunubpnid, htyywbu twb Ujuwoltpnh junuduspnid) hwjwiwlwt k
pynwd, np &/ odwinul puyh ubkplhw kq. 3-pn 1. yhppwhwp dup £ > w hugnituthn-
hunipjwt E Gupwplyt) djubught jupjuwénipjut wpnwuwbwlut pnyugdwui hbwn-
lhwtpny: Zknwquynid wyy w dwjuwynpp odwlnuly puyh ubpyw tq. 3-py 1.4ltthg hw-
dwpwinipjudp nwwpwsyty b & pntwphdwb pugbph ppdwlut tq. 3-pg 1. duh, huy
wjintinhg b hpwd. kq. 2-pr 1. dth Ypuw:

Puuh puntp — w duybhunynpuhwiq Apuduywuih dbp, huybplkip dunlwbulu-
Uhg puppunblp, hudwpwlwlwl wopkgnipinil, pupdp [hpunwhwdwhnulwinge-
Joih nibkgnny whgnnuljul puybp, F > w hlsinibunpnpinipind b, wpnuuwialjul pni-
Jugnid, hpud. kq. 2-pn n.

CAPTUC ABETSH - Hecko/sKO pasIHIHBIX HPOHCXOXZEHHH (QOPMBI HMIIEPATHBA C
KOHeYHOH rmacHO# w /a/ mpocTsix riaroios B cupaxenuH [/h /eli/ B coBpemeHHPIX
HPMXHCI(I{X,ZIHHJIEI(THX - C/:[eJIaHa IIOIIBITKA IIOKA3dTh, YTO (bOPMLI HUMII€paTHBa C KOHEYHOU
IJIACHOM ! /a/ TPOCTBIX IJIATOJIOB B cupspkeHuu [/ /€li/ (3 KimaccudecKux apMsAHCKHX
cpsokeHuit & /e/ m p /i/) B cOBpeMeHHBIX apMSHCKHX IHMAIEKTaX HMMEIOT HECKOJIBKO
IIPOMCXOXAEHNM. B 4acTHOCTH, CHHXpOHMYECKHUI M NUAXPOHUYECKUH aHAIM3 COOTBETCTBY-
IOMUX OAHHBIX M3 COBPEMEHHBIX APMAHCKHX AHAJIEKTOB IIO3BOJHJI HaM BBIZIEINUTH TPHU
OCHOBHBIE JTMHUH Pa3BUTHA, KOTOPEIe IPUBEIX K MOABIEHUIO paccMaTpuBaeMsix gopm: 1) B
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HEKOTOPHBIX AuajnekTax (Hampumep, B Arymucckom, KapueBanckom u KakaBabepzckom) sTa
¢dopma BO3HHUKIA B pe3yJIbTaTe PeryIspHOTO 3BYKOBOrO M3MeHeHus Lw /ea/ > w /a/; 2) B
HEKOTOPBIX TOBOpax ApapaTCKOro fuajeKTa aHaJIOTHYeCKoe BO3ZEWCTBHE TpeX BBICOKOYAC-
TOTHBIX TTEPEXOIHBIX TIATOJOB, a UMEHHO: wuky /asEl/ «roBopuTs», 2 1. OB, wWuw /asa/
«ckaxul», wdly /ac€l/ (uM3HAYANBPHO O3HAYABIIMI «IIPUHOCHUTB, IPUBOZUTH!», IO3Ke
«HATIOJHATPH»), 2 JI. TIOBEJL. wéw Jaca’/ (M3HAaYaNIbHO O3HAYABIWK «IpuHOCHU!, mpuBOAU!»,
IO3XKe «HAIONHAM!») i wiily /angl/ «menats», 2 1. mOBeIL. wjpw "Jara/ «mematil», CKOpee BCero,
CTQJIO TIPUYMHON IOsABJIEHMs paccMarpuBaeMoil Gopmsl, mpudeMm riaron wuly /asel/
«TOBOPUTH» CHITPajl KJIIOYEBYIO POJIb B 3TOM IIpolecce; 3) B HEKOTOPHIX APYTHX JUANEKTaX
(uanpumep, B Baitaserckom u JlmasuHCKOM, a TakxKe B AJIAIIKEPTCKOM TOBOPE), KaKETCs,
MPOM3OLLIO 3BYKOBOe u3MeHeHue [ /&/ > w /a/ B sHxinTHYeckoil ¢opme 3-ro nuua
€IVHCTBEHHOTO YKC/Ia HACTOSIETO BpeMEeHH BCIIOMOTaTeIbHOTO Iiarosa i/ /em/, BeposTHo,
13-32 apPTUKYIALUOHHOTO OCAa6IeHNs MBIIIEYHOTO HampshkeHus. [1o3xe oTa riacHas w /a/
ObLIa IIepeHeCeHa IIOCPeACTBOM aHAIOTMM M3 (POPMBI HACTOAIIETO BpPEMEHH 3-TO JIMIA
€IVHCTBEHHOIO YHMCJAa BCIOMOTaTeIBHOTO IJIAroja Ha 3-e JIMI0 eZMHCTBEHHOTO YHCIIa
OIITaTWBA IJIATOJIOB B CIpsDKeHuUW & /e/, a oTTyza Ha 2-e JIMIO eZMHCTBEHHOTO YHCIA
[IOBEJIMTEIFHOTO HaKJIOHEHU.

KurtoueBsle cioBa: gopima ummeparspa ¢ KOHEYHOH ITACHOK Wl /3/, COBPEMEHHBIE apMAHCKHE
AHAIEKTHI, aHA/IOTHIECKOE BO3LEHCTBHE, BEICOKOYACTOTHBIE I€PEXOLHBIE IIAr0IbI, 3BYKOBOE
usMmenerne L /e/> w /a/, apTHKy/IALHOHHOE ocaabieHne, 2-e IHIO €ZHHCTBEHHOIO YHC/IA
IIOBEJIHTEIBHOIO HAK/TOHEHHA
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